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Comment on the proposed confirmation of unavailability of the name Fusus Helbling,

1779 (Mollusca, Gastropoda)

(Case 2729; see BZN48: 92-96, 244-246; 49: 68-70)

Richard E. Petit

P.O. Box 30. North Myrtle Beach, South Carolina 29582, U.S.A.

Druid Wilson

859 East Osceola Avenue, Lake Wales, Florida 33853, U.S.A.

Wewish to reply to published comments opposing our application for the rejection

of Fi/5W5 Helbling, 1779.

Holthuis (BZN 48: 244-245) comments that all our arguments are based on specu-

lations about Helbling's concepts and also quoted Hemming's statement about

'... intermediate terms identical in character with those which it is now asked should be

rejected...'. If terms which are 'identical in character' can be recognized, why cannot a

term not even 'identical in character' be more easily recognized?

Yokes (BZN 48: 245-246) attempts to discredit our application by reference to

Commission action suppressing Xancus [Roding], 1 798 in favor of the later Turbinella

Lamarck, 1799, an action opposed by all malacologists who wrote a comment.

However, Yokes quoted Keen's 1957 statement about the 'supposedly firm ground of

priority'. It is this firm ground that we are seeking in this application.

Yokes also made the statement that 'every relevant work published in the last 60

years has used Fusinus...\ ignoring references in paragraphs 14 and 15 of our

application.

Weparticularly object to the statement made by Beu, Marshall & Ponder (BZN 49:

68-70) that since 1906 '... the usage of Fusinus in this sense has become the normal,

thoroughly accepted practice by 100% of malacologists and paleontologists'. This is

contrary to references given in paragraphs 14 and 15 of the application and additional

usages of Fusus Bruguiere. 1 789 as a valid name can be easily located. A search of only a

few minutes located such usage by Nickles (1950), Knudsen (1956). Pasteur-Humbert

(1962), Barnard (1959, 1969), Ondrejickova (1972) and Kensley (1973). A thorough

search of the literature would certainly uncover more usages of Fusus Bruguiere.

It is our opinion that the only objection to this application with any validity is that

it will upset 'stability'. The genus typified by the species Fusus (or Fusinus) colus

(Linnaeus, 1758) has not been critically monographed, or even studied in depth, in

recent years and it is a matter of conjecture at this point as to how many species will

remain in the genus after a taxonomic revision.
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Comments on the proposal to remove the homonymy between CLAVIDAE McCrady,

1859 (Cnidaria, Hydrozoa) and CLAVINAE Casey, 1904 (MoIIusca, Gastropoda)

(Case 27 10; see BZN48: 192-195; 49: 144-145)

(1) John K. Tucker

404 S. Banker Street, Effingham. Illinois 62401, U.S.A

.

I am unable to agree on the need for the proposals of Cernohorsky, Cornelius &
Sysoev concerning the mollusk subfamily name.

The issue at stake is the maintenance of nomenclatural stability and the authors

contend that their proposed action will achieve this. Applications of this nature usually

involve the conservatioii of a name as it has been used but their proposal introduces a

new spelling, clavusinae.

I understand the desire to preserve the Powell (1942) system of subfamily classifi-

cation in the turridae and how that might seem to be related to nomenclatural

stability, but it is my belief that the proposals will neither preserve nor improve

stabihty. If the authors believe that Clavus de Montfort, 1810 cannot be contained in

the DRiLLiiNAE then they should define the characters that separate clavinae (or

clavusinae) from Olsson's 1964 (and Morrison's 1965, p. 2) drilliinae. I myself do

not believe that nomenclatural stability exists in the turridae at the subfamily level.

Every author who has considered a subfamily classification has come to a unique

conclusion, and not all authors working on genera usually included in the clavinae (or

drilliinae) recognize the subfamily as valid; for example, Nordsieck (1968) placed

Clavus in the turrinae (although in 1977 he changed his mind).

It seems to me that the turrid name clavinae does not need Commission action."

Most post-Powell authors who recognize the group do so primarily on the radular

morphology. McLean (1971), in particular, defined the clavinae as based on the

possession of a prototypic radular type. If, as most authors agree, the prototypic

radular state is an ancestral condition then the clavinae (or drilliinae) are defined by

a plesiomorphic character state. Only apomorphic character states can be used to

determine monophyly. Therefore, from a cladistic point of view, the clavinae (or

drilliinae) is either a paraphyletic or polyphyletic taxon. I can see no benefit from a

ruling concerning the name of a taxon that will almost certainly be found to include

multiple sister taxa that gave rise to the other subfamilies of the turridae.
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